INTRODUCTION
A common approach to the topics of terrorism or civil war is to examine the causes of either by conducting a large-N cross national study. This study follows that trend by testing relative deprivation theory as applied to politically excluded ethnic groups to examine if countries that have politically excluded ethnic groups-groups which are also socioeconomically desperate-are more prone to conflict. The application of relative deprivation theory to ethnicity is in line with studies, discussed in the literature review section below, by James Piazza and Alam Saleh. I also test socioeconomic desperation and ethnic exclusion separately. When the socioeconomic factors are not tied to excluded ethnic groups within a country they apply to the entire population of a country, but when they are combined with excluded ethnic groups they are meant to become relative measures.
My study clarifies the dependent variable across many studies of this kind by using internal armed conflict as an aggregate of different forms of internal conflict such as terrorism or civil war. To operationalize ethnic power relations I use the Ethnic Power Relations (EPR) dataset and its variable "excluded ethnic population" and to operationalize socioeconomic desperation I use GDP per capita and unemployment. The results show that as countries have increasing proportions of politically excluded ethnic groups they are more likely to experience internal armed conflict. Also, if countries have increasing ethnic fractionalization, population, and proportion of years under colonial or imperial rule, they are more likely to experience internal armed conflict. The empirical results of my study suggest that the prescribed policy for countries that want to reduce the likelihood that they will experience internal armed conflict is to generally enforce a more equitable distribution of political power among ethnic groups, particularly excluded ethnic groups.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The extant literature on the determinants of civil war and terrorism at a cross-national level may focus on different causes such as politics/governance, underdevelopment or general poverty, microeconomic factors such as unemployment or GDP per capita, or macroeconomic factors such as the level of economic openness of a country to outside trade. Many times authors combine two or more of these concepts in a simple analysis without adding too many variables, which would sacrifice elegance in a quantitative model. These all consider the country as the unit of analysis. Case studies are a rarity and are usually relegated to a select few examples such as Palestine (Berrebi 2007, Krueger and Maleckova 2003) .
While the literature on the determinants of civil war or terrorism allows for a breadth of theoretically viable independent variables, the dependent variable is a key component to models that may drastically change the theory being tested. For example, some authors focus only on domestic terrorism while for others it is transnational or international terrorism. If the focus is on domestic terrorism, much of the time the theory is about marginalized minority groups within a country and this has a lot of theoretical cross-over with civil war literature. Those who focus on transnational issues may be trying to measure if a country is impacted by terrorists from other countries. Causes of transnationalism may emphasize the amorphous nature of franchises such as Al-Qaeda that transcend and seemingly disregard state boundaries. There is no clear consensus among scholars in this field about the definition of civil war or terrorism and so to some extent they are speaking past one another by using different operational definitions of the term.
As aforementioned, there is a lot of crossover between the civil war literature and the domestic terrorism literature. And depending on how a scholar defines terrorism, many tactics used by militants in civil wars may be categorized as terrorism. For that matter, the use of certain tactics by insurgents or other domestic or home-grown armed groups may be deemed as civil war or terrorism. Authors including Nauro Campos and Martin Gassebner argue that terrorism differs from civil wars and other forms of internal violence because the main objective is to "maximize media exposure so as to further the atmosphere of fear."
1 However, the two authors found that "civil wars and guerrilla warfare are robustly associated with various aspects of international terrorism" because they "provide for the honing of military, tactical, and organizational skills needed to carry out terrorist acts". 2 Conversely, Stathis Kalyvas argues that the logic of terrorism-the use of violence to induce compliance on the part of civilians-"informs the use of violence in civil wars in a fundamental way". 3 Thus terrorism and civil war, while they are two wholly separate concepts, may complement one other in functionally achieving the same end.
Because of this, I do not differentiate between terrorism, civil war, and any other type of domestic violence in a country: I use the term internal armed conflict. In doing so I allow myself to relate theory from each one of the sub-groups of the aggregate such as civil war and use it for the concept. Doing so may sacrifice differentiation between the subcomponents of the concept, but to help compensate for potential varied results between terrorism and civil war I will include separate models of each to match my models of the aggregate. This study explores the relationship between the political exclusion and socioeconomic desperation of ethnic minority groups as two independent variables and internal armed conflict in a country as the dependent variable. The following is a discussion of such theories that touch on aspects of this relationship.
1 Campos, N., & Gassebner, M. (2013 influence on their own government so that they can seek favorable policy changes or compensation more successfully". 11 Another measure of democracy he uses is institutional constraints because, he argues, they prevent democracies from enacting strong antiterrorist strategies because of "institutional checks and balances. 12 He used the POLITY IV dataset to measure democratic participation and found it to be a statistically significant variable with negative relation to the number of transnational terrorist incidents in a country. He also found government constraint, found in the POLITY IV database, to be positively correlated with transnational terrorist incidents. 13 Closely related to Li's two operational components of democracy is James Piazza's concept of democracy, which is a function of two variables: the average of Freedom House's political rights and civil liberties and average polity scores as two possible causes of terrorism originating in a country. 14 His study found a positive relationship between democracy and terrorism: meaning that an increase in variables used to measure democracy was correlated with an increase in domestic terrorism.
15
There is far too much literature on this sub-topic to cover, but just based on an assessment of the articles above I glean that it is inconclusive as to whether variables used to measure democracy such as political rights, civil rights, or democratic participation actually reduce the incidences of domestic or transnational terrorism. This conclusion is unsatisfying and warrants further analysis of democracy as a possible cause of terrorism.
Socioeconomic Desperation
Another major theme in the literature exploring determinants of terrorism is socioeconomic development factors such as GDP per capita, unemployment, and literacy rate.
Usually the public policy or foreign policy implication for these studies is for wealthier Western states such as the United States or international bodies such as the United Nations to give development aid to ailing countries as a long-term preventative measure against terrorism or other armed conflict that may destabilize a country or region.
In addition to measuring political freedom as one of the primary independent variables, Abadie in the same study discussed above also measures poverty in the form of GDP per capita, or in other regressions he used the UNDP's Human Development Index (HDI), a "summary measure of human development" 16 that includes GDP per capita as part of its aggregate along with life expectancy at birth, adult literacy rates, and the combined primary, secondary, and 14 Piazza, J. (2008 
Ethnicity
A subset of the determinants of domestic terrorism literature focuses on ethnic minority groups within countries as the perpetrators. It also has a lot of cross over with civil war literature.
One of the prominent theories that seek to explain domestic conflict on the part of ethnic groups is Ted Gurr's relative deprivation theory. Relative deprivation theory describes "the tension that develops from a discrepancy between the 'ought' and the 'is' of collective value satisfaction, and this disposes men to violence…the intensity of relative deprivation varies strongly in terms of the average degree of perceived discrepancy between value expectation and value capabilities".
31
Based on Gurr's theory, Alam Saleh asserts that when a state discriminates against a certain ethnic group by enforcing economic inequality, marginalizing them politically, and denying them employment opportunities, it is likely to increase ethnic conflict.
32
Another author that borrowed from Gurr was James Piazza in his 2011 study on the determinants of domestic terrorism. He hypothesizes that economic discrimination against
Minorities at Risk (MAR) and low HDI in a country make it more likely to experience domestic terrorism. 33 In doing so he introduces terrorism as a dependent variable to Gurr's theory, since the relative deprivation model initially sought to explain ethnic rebellions, riots, and civil wars: not terrorism. 34 His contribution to the theory is to add "two intervening factors in the 31 Saleh, A. (2013 relationship between relative deprivation and political violence -group grievance and organizational opportunity…." 35 His study found that economic discrimination against minorities was a significant predictor and that the "absence of and remediation of minority economic discrimination are significant negative predictors of domestic terrorism. 36 Poverty measured via HDI was not a significant predictor variable and in fact "countries with higher levels of economic development experience more domestic terrorism than do poorer countries". 37 Atin
Basuchoudhary and William Shughart II also wrote about ethnic conflict and terrorism, but they expanded their dependent variable to transnational terrorism. They measure the relationship between ethnic tensions in a country and transnational terrorism and theorize that "competition for access to economic resources or political power may trigger conflicts between different ethnic groups as they jockey for position. 38 They found that ethnic tension is more likely to engender terrorism and that "economic freedoms lessen the tendency for ethnic tensions to spawn transnational terrorism over the entire sample".
39
In their examination of ethnicity and civil war, the oft-cited study by James Fearon and
David Laitin seeks to explain whether ethnic or religious characteristics or conditional factors such as poverty make a country more likely to experience civil war. 40 They hypothesize that ethnic or religious diversity is associated with a higher risk of civil war in a country. 41 Their results showed that conditional factors such as poverty, a large population, and instability were and go on to discuss their theory without actually testing it. One problem they identify is the lack of available data on the topic, but they acknowledge that emerging data such as the Ethnic Power
Relations (EPR) data set that measures ethnic group's access to central power in a country as a good start because the "disaggregated data allows researchers to study civil wars at a group rather than country level". 44 In fact, the creators of the EPR, Andreas Wimmer, Brian Min, and
Lars-Erik Cederman actually used their dataset to study ethnic diversity as a possible cause of armed conflict. They argue it is not mere ethnic diversity that engenders conflict; rather it is "certain ethnopolitical configurations of power" that make a state more likely to experience armed conflict. 45 Their theory that "armed rebellions are more likely when the state excludes large sections of the population from central state power on the basis of their ethnic background"
is consistent with the use of EPR data for the main independent variable since it measures minorities' "degree of access to executive-level state power-from total control of the A variable that taps into relative deprivation theory is unemployment because excluded ethnic minority groups that lack opportunity for income to use as sustenance, let alone for social advancement, will be more likely to engage in internal armed conflict since, along with GDP per capita, these are the most immediate needs a group requires to survive. To reiterate the argument above, I view these purely economic factors are precursors to other possible measures of development such as HDI. Unemployment and GDP per capita as variables, when combined, tap into the concept of socioeconomic desperation, which is a slight modification of relative deprivation theory. If these two separate socioeconomic needs are not adequately met and the ethnic minority group also lacks political power relative to the center of power in the country to address its grievances, that country is more likely to experience internal armed conflict from the ethnic minority group. Thus my theory is a combination of ethnic exclusion from political power and relative deprivation theory as a possible cause of internal armed conflict. Also, I am separating socioeconomic desperation and ethnic exclusion and using proxy measures to assess their explanatory power against the same dependent variable, internal armed conflict. When I separate the two theories, the result is that one model tests the effect of an asymmetrical political power dynamic in countries in terms of different ethnic groups, and the other tests the effect of overall country socioeconomic desperation factors.
HYPOTHESES
In this study I am building from previous research on the causes of terrorism and civil war by testing the effects of excluded ethnic groups and socioeconomic desperation factors against internal armed conflict. I hypothesize that countries that have a large proportion of its population that are excluded ethnic groups and also suffer from socioeconomic desperation pressures including low GDP per capita and high unemployment are more likely to experience internal armed conflict. I am testing three hypotheses, the first of which is:
H1 Null: The proportion of politically excluded ethnic groups that also face increasing socioeconomic pressure has no effect on the likelihood of a country to experience internal armed conflict.
H1 Alternative: Countries with increasing proportions of politically excluded ethnic groups that also face increasing socioeconomic pressure are more likely to experience internal armed conflict.
The key independent variable in the first hypothesis is an interaction of ethnic exclusion and the two socioeconomic desperation factors separately. Those two socioeconomic desperation factors in the model are GDP per capita and unemployment. Normally, these two variables are absolute country-wide measurements, but when I combine them with the excluded ethnic groups within countries I intend for them to become relative measures for those excluded ethnic groups relative to the rest of the population in any given country. The theoretical justification is that excluded ethnic groups that lack political power to address grievances and are also under the pressure of socioeconomic factors are more likely to resort to armed conflict with a host country to restore socioeconomic contentment.
The second set of hypotheses builds on the work by Fearon and Laitin in their article that concluded ethnic and linguistic fractionalization is not a significant determinant of civil wars and Piazza's that concluded minority economic discrimination is not a cause of domestic terrorism.
Instead of measuring fractionalization and economic discrimination for ethnic groups, I want to measure exclusion from power because if an ethnic group is politically disenfranchised in their host county relative to the center of power they may be more likely to take violent measures to express grievances. Ethnic fractionalization speaks more to the diversity in a country, not the relative power dynamic and if groups are marginalized.
H2 Null: The proportion of ethnic groups that are excluded from political power has no effect on the likelihood of a country to experience internal armed conflict.
H2 Alternative1: Countries with increasing proportions of ethnic groups that are excluded from power are more likely to experience internal armed conflict.
H2 Alternative2: Countries with increasing proportions of ethnic groups that are excluded from power are less likely to experience internal armed conflict.
For the second set of hypotheses, I included separate alternative hypotheses for a onetailed test on either tail of the distribution. This is to say the exclusion of ethnic groups in a country may increase or decrease the likelihood that a country will experience internal armed conflict. I am testing either possibility because, on the one hand, the excluded ethnic groups may feel so marginalized and disenfranchised that they are not willing to risk engaging in conflict.
Contrariwise, the excluded ethnic groups may feel they can leverage enough support behind them to mount violence against their oppressors and the risk of being put down is worth fighting.
So the exclusion of ethnic groups from political power may breed more or less conflict depending upon how marginalized and disenfranchised the groups are if the risk of conflict is worth the reward of potentially more political power.
The third set of hypotheses focuses on socioeconomic variables and is heavily influenced by the relative deprivation theory conceived of by Gurr and expanded upon by Saleh and Piazza.
The theoretical justification for measuring these variables including GDP per capita and unemployment is that if a population is generally unemployed and have a low income per capita they are under socioeconomic pressure and that pressure creates an urgency to act violently against a host state in order to reach a state of socioeconomic contentment. To clarify, the socioeconomic variables are not meant to measure overall development or rate of poverty.
H3 Null: Socioeconomic pressures have no effect on the likelihood that a country will experience internal armed conflict.
H3 Alternative: Countries that have increasing socioeconomic pressures are more likely to experience internal armed conflict.
VARIABLES AND MEASUREMENTS Dependent Variable
As I discussed in the theory section, I am aggregating subcategories of internal violence such as domestic terrorism and civil war into internal armed conflict. There are varying definitions of terrorism, civil war, and other types of conflict within countries and by using an aggregate of all of them it makes for less definitional disagreement over the meaning of the dependent variable. Also, as I discussed in the literature review, terrorism and civil war may complement each other. However, I decided to test the three models and corresponding hypotheses above with terrorism or civil war separately to see if the results between the two differ. These tests are discussed in the results and analysis section. I must clarify that I consider terrorism and civil war as the only two subsets of internal armed conflict. I collected data on terrorism from the Global Terrorism Database, which defines a terrorism incident based on a list of three criteria, which all must be met including: the incident must be intentional, the incident must entail some level violence of immediate threat of violence, and the perpetrators of the incidents must be sub-national actors. 50 If in any given country and specific year there was internal armed conflict and it was not terrorism based on the definition above, it must have been civil war.
To measure the dependent variable I am using the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset's variable called "int" for intensity and modifying it to create my own categorical variable called "internal armed conflict". In a given year if a country experiences internal armed conflict I will code it as a 1; if there was no internal armed conflict, I will code it as a 0, and this will allow me to estimate the likeliness that a country experiences internal armed conflict. To clarify, the UCDP defines an "Armed Conflict" as "a contested incompatibility that concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of which at least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths". 51 A possible limitation of this criterion is that there may be armed conflict that, while resulting in less than 25 battle-related deaths, is otherwise viable. This definition necessarily includes terrorism against the government of the state or civil war against the government of the state. I chose this measure because it is an effective means to encapsulate all forms of conflict within any given country, which include terrorism and civil war. That is not to diminish the significance of other forms of internal armed conflict, but it is the case that most of the literature focuses on terrorism and civil war. In order to narrow this down armed conflict to internal armed conflict, I am restricting the "type" of conflict variable within the dataset to only (3) internal armed conflict that occurs between the government of a state and one or more internal opposition group(s) without intervention from other states. exclusion; it only speaks to whether or not they (the ethnic groups) are excluded. Unfortunately, the EPR 3.0 dataset does not contain a measure capturing more precisely the level of exclusion faced by groups. As I will discuss in the next section about controls, I include ethnic fractionalization as a control to measure the ethnic diversity in a country. I am choosing the exclusion of ethnic groups rather than simply diversity because I want to get a measure of relative ethnic power dynamics in a country. Ethnic polarization, which is the "probability that two randomly selected individuals will belong to different ethnic groups" 54 , also does not effectively measure the relative ethnic power dynamics in a country.
Two different measurements including GDP per capita and unemployment will be used as proxies for the socioeconomic desperation concept. I chose these two proxy variables because I theorize that people's most basic needs are economic in nature and that other needs, such as indicators of development found in variables such as HDI, follow from economics. If citizens in a country are unable to make an income to purchase resources and are not employed, they will not be able to advance themselves in other ways such as healthcare or education. I applied a logarithmic transformation to both these variables after I observed that they had a skewed distribution in the original data. GDP per capita is a continuous variable that measures the standard of living in people in a country and it is from the Ethnic Power Relations dataset.
Unemployment is a measure of the total (percent of the total labor force) that is "without work but available for and seeking employment" and is from the World Bank. 55 A concern for these two variables is that they are measurements for an entire country and do not speak to relative measure between a "center of power" in a country and the less well off in relative or absolute 54 members of a population lack representation, they are more likely to resort to violent means to make the government to change policy. Socioeconomic factors to control for include measures of poverty or lack of development including the Human Development Index and Gini coefficient.
I chose these two measures to control for overall development and income inequality in a country. Demographic variables include country population and ethnic fractionalization. I chose these measures to control for the size of population and also ethnic diversity in a country.
Conditional variables within countries for which I am controlling include the percent of mountainous terrain in a country, whether or not there was a regime change within the past three years for a country, and the percent of years a country was under colonial or imperial rule from 1816 to COW independence. I chose the percent of mountainous terrain in a country because such terrain may be conducive to asymmetrical warfare if an excluded ethnic group wants to launch violence against the government. I included regime change because transition from one regime to another may bring instability which may promote conflict. I included previous colonial or imperial rule because countries with this type of history may have had their form of government or distribution of power dictated by the colonial or imperial power and many times this creates an imbalance of power between ethnic groups which may foster conflict. I applied a logarithmic transformation to the population variable after observing a skewed distribution in the original data and the percent of mountainous terrain in a country was already a logged variable in the original data I found. As aforementioned, by using panel regression for observations over a ten year span it allows me to control for time-specific irregularities that may deviate from the general trend of data.
RESEARCH DESIGN

Unit of Analysis
The unit of analysis of this study is country-year and I am using panel data for years
2001-2010 for 150 countries. I am using country-year as the unit for analysis because theoretically I am trying to measure internal armed conflict within countries while controlling for factors outside of a state's sovereignty. Other studies have focused on transnational terrorism, but they do necessarily not speak to the potential for factors within countries that may engender internal or "home grown" armed conflict. The reason I am using a panel of observations over a ten year range is because if I draw a sample from only one year it is not valid unless I am making a theoretical argument only that specific year. By analyzing ten years of data I will be able to observe trends over time and in a sense this is controlling for time because its allows me to see if there are significant outliers and either discard them or identify them as exceptional. Another possibility for the panel is to employ a time series method for the ten year span for each country.
Doing so would facilitate analysis of each country over time in terms of its propensity for internal armed conflict and if the independent variables and possibly control variables serve as factors. Furthermore, such an analysis would possibly lead into a historical case study of prominent countries in the sample, examining the historical influences for the specific countries and how they reflect the time series data trends.
Method
Since my dependent variable is dichotomous, I am going to use logistic regression with random effects to test my independent variables alongside the control variables against the dependent variable. I am running three separate models that correspond with the "hypotheses" section above. The first model that tests H1 will include each independent variable and the interactions between excluded ethnic population and each of the two socioeconomic variables.
The second model that tests H2 will include excluded ethnic population. The third model that tests H3 will include GDP per capita and unemployment. Each of the models will include all eight aforementioned control variables.
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Below, in Table 1, I included the results for each of the three models. The variables are on the left margin, the label to distinguish each model and corresponding hypothesis is overhead, and at the cross sections are parameter estimates with p-values for corresponding z-scores in parentheses. According to this graph, as the percent of excluded ethnic groups in a population of a country increases, so does the probability of that country experiencing internal armed conflict. It appears that the peak of this curve relationship is about 39 percent and this corresponds to almost a 25 percent probability that a country experiences internal armed conflict-after that point the curve slopes down and then levels off in a slightly positive relationship. with the civil war model none of the variables were significant while with the terrorism model political competition, ethnic fractionalization, log population, percent of mountainous terrain, and percent of years under colonial or imperial rule are significant. Given the differences in the models between civil war and terrorism, it may be reasonable to treat them as separate concepts instead of aggregating the two into internal armed conflict.
The implications of my hypotheses about aforementioned theories is that countries with ethnic groups that are excluded from political power are more likely to experience internal armed conflict, but if those ethnic groups also face relative deprivation from socioeconomic pressures they are not. Also, socioeconomic pressures such as low per capita income and unemployment alone are not significant predictors for whether or not a country experiences internal armed conflict. These results run contrary to Ted Gurr's theory of relative deprivation interacted with Andreas Wimmer, Brian Min and Lars-Erik Cederman's theory of "ethnopolitical configurations of power" because if an excluded ethnic group that is socioeconomically worse off than the rest of the population that does not necessarily mean the asymmetrical power dynamic will engender internal armed conflict. But the results do lend credence to Wimmer, Min and Cederman's theory without the incorporation of relative socioeconomic variables. The results also, if only tangentially, reinforce Atin Basuchoudhary and William Shughart II's theory that ethnic tension over "competition or access to economic resources or political power may trigger conflicts between different ethnic groups as they jockey for position" because ethnic power relations factor in political power. 57 However, my results for the second hypothesis are inconsistent with James Fearon and David Laitin's conclusion that ethnic fractionalization is not a significant predictor for civil war in a country; although they measured fractionalization and I measured exclusion. The former is a measure of diversity while the latter is a relative measure of the distribution of political power between two or more ethnic groups. An unexpected result was that ethnic fractionalization as a control variable in all three of my models proved to be significant and this also runs contrary to Fearon and Laitin's study.
Hypothesis three was a test of theories about the relationship between socioeconomic development factors including GDP per capita and unemployment and internal armed conflict.
The insignificant results for GDP per capita found in my study are consistent with Alberto
Abadie and Kevin Goldstein's conclusion that it is not a significant predictor for terrorism risk for a country. However, contrary to Goldstein's finding that unemployment is a significant predictor variable, I found it to be insignificant in my model. My model is also consistent with James Piazza's study that found HDI (which includes GDP per capita) and unemployment do not significant correlate with increased levels of terrorism. The finding that population was 57 Basuchoudhary and Shughart, pp. 71 In this study I tested the application of relative deprivation theory to excluded ethnic groups via proxy variables as causes for internal armed conflict. When I tested for each component separately using proxy variables I tested ethic exclusion and socioeconomic desperation as possible causes for internal armed conflict. I found that the second hypothesis which posits that countries with increasing amounts of ethnic groups excluded from power in a country are more likely to experience internal armed conflict proved significant. However my other two hypotheses that increasing amounts of excluded ethnic groups that are relatively socioeconomically worse off and increasing amounts of socioeconomic pressure in general for countries are more likely to endanger internal armed conflict proved insignificant. These results run contrary to many previous scholars' results while reinforcing some others, and this indicates that further testing of the hypotheses discussed herein is needed. The implications of these results is that countries that want to decrease the potential for internal armed conflict in their country should try to be more inclusive of excluded ethnic groups and give them more political power in order to offset an asymmetrical power dynamic between ethnic groups. Attempting to improve socioeconomic conditions such as household income and employment may not be effective measures for reducing internal armed conflict. International bodies such as foreign donors, international organizations and non-governmental organizations may want to promote a more equitable distribution of political power among ethnic groups in conflict-ridden or conflict-prone countries rather than attempt to improve socioeconomic conditions if they wish to reduce internal armed conflict in those countries and should adjust their aid strategies accordingly.
The implications for the significant control variables in each of the models may be less applicable to policy because there is not a lot a country or international body can do to affect a country's ethnic diversity, population, or imperial or colonial past. However, what a country may do is change their governing system to accommodate for an ethnically diverse population by sharing political power more equitably and guaranteeing minority ethnic groups political rights and representation such as veto power and seats in governing bodies such as parliament.
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